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RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Jonathan Weiss
865 N 38th Street
Allentown, PA 18104

RE: MUR 5504
John Karoly, Jr., et al.

Dear Mr. Weiss:

This is in reference to the complaint you filed with the Federal Election Commission on
August 3, 2004 concerning John Karoly, Jr., Karoly Law Offices, P.C., Jayann Brantley,
Theodore Brantley, Eric Dalius, Heather Kovacs, Joshua Karoly, Peter Karoly, Rebecca Karoly,
Christina Ligotti, Matthew Ligotti, Gregory Paglianite and Maryellen Paglianite. After
conducting an investigation in this matter, the Commission found that there was probable cause
to believe John Karoly Jr., and Karoly Law Offices, P.C., knowingly and willfully violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) and 2 U.S.C. § 44 If, provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. The Commission also found that there was probable cause to believe that
Jayann Brantley, Heather Kovacs and Christina Ligotti violated 2 U.S.C. § 44If. On June 18,
2009, a conciliation agreement signed by John Karoly, Jr. on his behalf and Karoly Law Offices,
P.C. and by counsel for Jayann Brantley, Heather Kovacs and Christina Ligotti was accepted by
the Commission, thereby concluding the matter. The Commission took no action as to Theodore
Brantley, Eric Dalius, Joshua Karoly, Peter Karoly, Rebecca Karoly, Matthew Ligotti, Gregorio
Paglianite and Maryellen Paglianite. Accordingly, the Commission closed the file in this matter
on June 18,2009.

Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days. See
Statement of Policy Regarding Disclosure of Closed Enforcement and Related Files,
68 Fed. Reg. 70,426 (Dec. 18,2003). A copy of the agreement with John Karoly, Jr., Karoly
Law Offices, P.C., Jayann Brantley, Heather Kovacs and Christina Ligotti is enclosed for your
information. In addition, a redacted copy of General Counsel's Report #3 concerning Theodore
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Brantley, Eric Dalius, Joshua Karoly, Peter Karoly, Rebecca Karoly, Matthew Ligotti, Gregory
Paglianite and Maryellen Paglianite is enclosed.

Sincerely,

O
LA

Enclosures
Conciliation Agreement
Redacted copy of General Counsel's Report #3

Delbert K. Rigsby
Attorney



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

John Karoly, Jr. ) MUR5504 IIJN(M>2009
Karoly Law Offices, P.C. ) JUN 0 9 OAH
Jayann Brantley ) | ̂  V 3 %rp
Heather Kovacs )
Christina Ligotti )

Q CONCILIATION AGREEMENT
in
*T This matter was initiated by a signed, sworn and notarized complaint by Jonathan Weiss.
<si
JJ An investigation was conducted, and the Federal Election Commission ("Commission") found
<ST
O probable cause to believe that John Karoly, Jr. and Karoly Law Offices, P.C. ("Respondents")
o

knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a) and 44If. The Commission also found

probable cause to believe that Jayann Brantley, Heather Kovacs and Christina Ligotti violated

2 U.S.C. § 44If. John Karoly, Jr., Karoly Law Offices, P.C., Jayann Brantley, Heather Kovacs and

Christina Ligotti are also hereinafter collectively referred to as Respondents.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Commission and the Respondents, having duly entered into

conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(A)(i), do hereby agree as follows:

I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondents and the subject matter of this

proceeding.

II. Respondents have had a reasonable opportunity to demonstrate that no action should

be taken in this matter.

III. Respondents enter voluntarily into this agreement with the Commission.

IV. The pertinent facts in this matter are as follows:

1. John Karoly is an attorney residing in Allentown, Pennsylvania. He is President and

Treasurer of Karoly Law Offices, P.C.
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2. Karoly Law Offices, P.C. is a law firm located in Allentown, Pennsylvania. The law

firm is incorporated in the State of Pennsylvania.

3. Jayann Brantley, a Pennsylvania resident, is employed as a secretary at Karoly Law

Offices, P.C.

4. Heather Kovacs, a Pennsylvania resident, is employed as a secretary at Karoly Law

£ Offices, P.C.
Lfl
<*r 5. Christina Ligotti, a Pennsylvania resident, is a nurse who is a former employee of
*T
^ Karoly Law Offices, P.C.
<>r
O 6. Gephardt for President ("Gephardt Committee") is a political committee within the
on

meaning of 2 U.S.C. § 431(4), and was the principal campaign committee for Congressman Richard

Gephardt's 2004 primary race for the office of President of the United States.

7. The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"), prohibits any person

from making a contribution in the name of another and from knowingly permitting his or her name to

be used to make such a contribution. 2 U.S.C. § 44 If. Section 44 If also applies to any person who

knowingly helps or assists any person in making a contribution in the name of another. 1 1 C.F.R.

8. The Act also prohibits corporations from making contributions or expenditures from their

general treasury funds in connection with any election of any candidate for federal office. 2 U.S.C.

§ 441b(a). In addition, section 441b(a) prohibits any officer or director of any corporation from

consenting to any expenditure or contribution by the corporation.

9. At all relevant times, Gregorio Paglianite, Jayann Brantley, Christina Ligotti and Heather

Kovacs were employees of Karoly Law Offices, P.C. On September 28, 2003, Heather Kovacs wrote

a check for $2,000 to the Gephardt Committee, Gregorio Paglianite wrote a check for $4,000 to the
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Gephardt Committee on behalf of himself and his wife, Jayann Brantley wrote a check to the

Gephardt Committee for $4,000 on behalf of herself and her husband, and Christina Ligotti wrote a

check to the Gephardt Committee for $3,000 on behalf of herself and her husband.

10. On October 6, 2003, Christina Ligotti received a Karoly Law Offices, P.C. check in the

amount of $3,000 with the "pay to the order of line blank. The memo line of the check stated "Hirko

£? bonus." On October 7,2003, Christina Ligotti's husband put his name on the pay to the order line
Lft
<sT and deposited the check into their joint checking account.
^T
™ 11. On October 7, 2003, Karoly Law Offices, P.C. cashed a $12,000 check from one of its law
*T
O firm accounts. On the same day, Gregorio Paglianite deposited $4,000 in cash into his and his wife's
o>
^ joint checking account, and Jayann Brantley deposited $4,000 in cash into her and her husband's joint

checking account.

12. On October 27, 2003, Heather Kovacs deposited $3,021.56 into her bank account, which

included her biweekly paycheck from Karoly Law Offices, a cash deposit of $1,700 and another

deposit of $60. The October 27, 2003 deposit was the only instance between March 2003 and

February 2004 when Ms. Kovacs deposited an amount more than her regular salary and overtime.

13. The Commission has evidence it believes is sufficient to support its conclusion that there is

probable cause to believe that the cash payments to Jayann Brantley, Heather Kovacs and Gregorio

Paglianite, and the payment by check with "pay to the order of1 line blank to Christina Ligotti, were

reimbursements for their and their spouses' contributions to the Gephardt Committee, to which John

Karoly, Jr. consented.
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V. Solely for the purpose of settling this matter expeditiously and avoiding litigation, and

without admission with respect to this or any other proceeding, Respondents will no longer contest

the Commission's probable cause to believe findings in this matter. Respondents agree not to violate

2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a) and 441f in the future.

VI. In order to settle this matter on behalf of all Respondents, Respondents John Karoly, Jr. and

& Karoly Law Offices, P.C. will pay a civil penalty to the Federal Election Commission in the amount
in
sr of One Hundred and Fifty Five Thousand dollars ($155,000), pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(5)(B).
*T
^ The civil penalty will be paid as follows:
<sr
O A. A payment of Fifty Five Thousand dollars ($55,000) is due no more than thirty (30)
o>
^ days from the date this Agreement becomes effective;

B. Thereafter, five consecutive monthly installment payments of Twenty Thousand dollars

($20,000) each.

C. Each such installment shall be paid within 30 days of the previous installment.

D. In the event that any installment payment is not received by the Commission by the fifth

day after it becomes due, the Commission may, at its discretion, accelerate the remaining payments

and cause the entire amount to become due upon ten days written notice to the Respondents. Failure

by the Commission to accelerate the payments with regard to any overdue installment shall not be

construed as a waiver of its right to do so with regard to further overdue installments.

VII. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a complaint under 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(l)

concerning the matters at issue herein or on its own motion, may review compliance with this

agreement. If the Commission believes that this agreement or any requirement thereof has been

violated, it may institute a civil action for relief in the United States District Court for the District

of Columbia.
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VIII. This agreement shall become effective as of the date that all parties hereto have

executed same and the Commission has approved the entire agreement.

IX. Respondents shall have no more than thirty (30) days from the date this agreement

becomes effective to comply with and implement the requirements contained in this agreement

and to so notify the Commission, except as otherwise expressly specified in Paragraph VI.

X. This Conciliation Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the parties on

the matters raised herein, and no other statement, promise, or agreement, either written or oral,

made by either party or by agents of either party, that is not contained in this written agreement

shall be enforceable.

FOR THE COMMISSION:

Thomasenia P. Duncan
General Counsel

BY:
Marie T%rzaken

Associate General Counsel
for Enforcement

Date

FOR RESPONDENTS JOHN KAROLY, JR.
LOLY LAWX)FFICES, P.C.:

Date
I

FOR RESPONDENTS JAYANN BRANTLEY,
HEATHER KOVACS ANMHRISTINA LIGOTTI:

(Name)
(Position) £

Date
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10
^ 11 GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT #3
^ 12
m 13 L ACTIONS RECOMMENDED

^ 14 (i)Fmd probable cause to behove that John Karoly, Jr and Karoly Law Offices, P C

*r IS knowingly and willfully violated 2 USC §§441b(a) and 441f, (u) Find probable cause to believe
O
JU 16 that Heather Kovacs, Jayann Brantley and Chnsbna Ligotb violated2 USC §441f,

17 , |

18 I

19 DL BACKGROUND

20 This matter concerns a knowing and willful reimbursement scheme perpetrated by John

21 Karoly, Jr, the President and Treasurer of incorporated Karoly Law Offices, P C ("KarolyLaw

22 Offices") The evidence shows that at Karoly's behest, law firm employees Heather Kovacs,

23 Jayann Brantley, Chnsbna Ligotb, and Gregono Paghanite and their spouses made $13,000 m

24 contributions on the same day to Gephardt for President Karoly men caused each of them to be

25 reimbursed with law firm funds Only Paghamte, who has since left the firm, cooperated fully

26 with the Commission's investigation, he admitted in a sworn affidavit that he made $4,000 m

27 contributions based on Karoly's promise to give him the funds to do so, and that he received the

28 commensurate $4,000 in cash from the law firm, which he deposited into his personal bank account

29 Kovacs, Brantley and Ligotb each declined to appear at their subpoenaed depositions, but their bank

30 records reflect reimbursements for their contributions to the Gephardt campaign, two of which were
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1 deposited on the same day as Pagfianite's $4,000 and the third deposited later the same month

2 None of the employees or their spouses had ever made a federal contnbution before me

3 contnbuuons at issue

4 On March 12,2008, this Office served separate General Counsel Bnefs, incorporated herein

5 by reference, to counsel lepreseuiing Karoly.Karoly Law Offices, Kovacs, Brantley and Ligptti

6 Thebnefs set forth the factual and legal bases upon which we are now prepared to recommend that

7 the Commission make probable cause findings as to Karoly, Karoly Law Offices, Kovacs, Brantley

8 and Ligotti

9 Kovacs, Brantley and Ligotti did not submit Reply Bnefe Karoly, who also declined to

10 appear at his subpoenaed deposition, and Karoly Law Offices jointly submitted a three-page letter

11 reply to their General Counsel's Bnefs ("Reply") Attachment 2 Li the Reply, they do not deny

12 the tacts set forth in the General Counsel's Bnefs, including those in Paghamte's affidavit, but

13 instead suggest that we gave too much weight to that aflSdavit and too little to a "bonus" notation on

14 a check that, based on substantial evidence, we concluded was reimbursement for a contnbution

15 We discuss below why we believe we gave the appropriate weight to those pieces of evidence,

16 including that the factual record at the close of our investigation is essentially unrebutted, given in

17 part to Respondents' failures to testify under oath

18 Accordingly, for the reasons set forth in the General Counsel's Bnefs and discussed below,

19 we recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that John Karoly, Jr and Karoly

20 Law Offices, PC knowingly and willfully violated 2 US C §§441 band 44 It and that Heather

21 Kovacs, Jayarm Brantley and QmstuiaUgotn violated 2 US C §441f, |

22 I I



MUR5504(JohnKuoly.Jr eta!)

fH
in
*T

1

2

3 n.
4
5
6
7
8
9

10

1

1

ANALYSIS

A. KAROLY AND KAROLY LAW OFFICES VIOLATED 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a)
AND 4411 BY ENGAGING IN A REIMBURSEMENT SCHEME USING
CORPORATE FUNDS AND KOVACS, BRANTLEY AND UGOTTI VIOLATED
2U.S.C§441fBYKNOWmGLYPERMITTINGTHEIRNAMESTOBEUSEDTO
EFFECT CONTRIBUTIONS IN THE NAME OF ANOTHER

In their Reply, Karoly and Karoly Law Offices do not dispute the following key tacts in this

rsi 11 matter (1) the conduits made then* contributions on the same day, the only federal contributions any of
<T

^ 12 them ever made, (2) Paghamte disavowed his mibal affidavit, which was identical to the ones submitted
o*̂ 13 by the other conduits, and admitted in a later affidavit that he contnbuted at Karoly's behest and was

14 reimbursed $4,000 in cash by him, (3) on October 7,2003, the same day the law firm cashed a $12,000

15 check and Paghamte deposited his $4,000 cash reimbursement, Brantley deposited $4,000 in cash, and

16 Ligotti's husband deposited a $3,000 check from Karoly Law Offices, written from its corporate

17 treasury funds, all in the same amounts as their contnbutions, (4) KAVBX^ made the largest deposit into

18 her bank account over an eleven-month period on October 27,2003, which included $1,700 in cash,

19 (5) the law firm's payroll records do not reflect mat any of the payments in issue constituted regular pay,

20 overtime pay or bonuses, and (6) Karoly, as well as Kovacs, Brantley and Ligotti, all declmed to testily

21 at their subpoenaed depositions They do not even explicitly deny the conclusion that Karoly and

22 Karoly Law offices illegally reimbursed $13,000 in contributions to Gephardt for President See

23 2USC §441fandllCFR § 110 4(bX2)(prombition of orambiitions in trie name of another apphes

24 to any person who helps or assists others ui malong such contnbutions) and 2 U S C §441b(a)

25 (prohibiting contnbutions from corporations in connection with any election and officers from

26 consenting to corporate contnbutions)
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1 Instead, tbcsc Respondents contend that we ^

2 of evidence and too httle to others For example, they criticize our not giving due credit to the

3 notation on the Ligotb check far $3,000 that indicated it was a bonus, and our concluduig in part

4 from the feet that it was not included in the law finn'spayroU recoil that it represented

5 reimbursement Reply at 1 They do not dispute, however, mat the check, unlike payroll checks,

6 had no payee listed, and that the firm's payroll records reflect no such bonus Smceabonusis

7 income and reportable to tax authorities^

8 indicates that Ligotb received no bonus Moreover, they do not dispute mat the check was in the

9 same amount as the Ligottis' contributions and was deposited on the same day as the cash payments

10 toBrantleyandPaghanite Finally, both Ugora and Karoly declined to appear at their subpoenaed

11 depositions to answer questions pertaining to the check Therefore, it is appropriate to give httle or

12 no weight to the bonus notation m the context of the other substantial evidence that me check

13 constituted reimbursement for the Ligottis1 $3,000 contribution to the Gephardt campaign

14 Karoly and Karoly Law Offices also suggest that we put too much weight on Paghanite's

15 second affidavit, admitting he was reimbursed, without "seriously engagfing] the question of

16 Paghamte's credibility, or how his conflicting testimony allows such weight to be placed on his

17 most recent assertions " Reply at 2 In response to the complaint, all of the alleged conduits

18 represented by Karoly submitted the same cursory affidavit that states, m its entirety "My

19 contribution to the Richard Gephardt campaign was not based iipon any reimbursement and I

20 received no reimbursement for same" In his second affidavit, Paghanite disavows this statement
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1 and fiifly explains the circumstances under which he was sobated by Karoly with the promise of

2 reimbureemenlaiid subsequently remibu^

3 and his wife with this affidavit, telling Paghamte that signing it "would end this matter" See

4 Attachment 1 However, Karoly and Karoly Law Offices do not challenge anything withm

5 Paghamte's second affidavit as untrue, neglect the feet that Pagliamte cooperated fully with our

m 6 investigation, and provide no reason for us to doubt his credibility m fact, m our interviews with
»H
JJ 7 him, Paghanite appeared quite credible to us Paghanite, who was a paralegal when he and his
sr
CM 8 spouse made the reimbursed contributions, is now a practicing attorney and a member of the
*r
*? 9 Pennsylvania Bar Admitting to violations of the law and signing an affidavit that was wrong, facts

^ 10 against his own interest, in our judgment, enhances his credibility

11 Moreover, because the respondents refused to testify under oath, the Commission is enttled

12 to give httle or no weight to meirongmal affidavits denying reimbursements They were aware that

13 we had obtained information mat undercut their original affidavits, and we sought to depose them m

14 order to elicit sworn testimony that was subject to cxoss-exammabon, follow-up, and clanficanon

15 Because they chose to invoke the Fifth Amendment and declined to appear, that opportunity was

16 lost For these types of reasons, federal courts have upheld a distnct court's power to stake or .

17 disregard testimony, live or in the form of an affidavit, from witnesses who assert the Fifth

18 Amendment and refuse to answer the government's deposition questions in order to shield sworn

19 statements from scrutiny See, eg, US v Pavels of Land, 903 7 2d36(l"Cir 1990), lowso/i v

20 A/«mzy,837F 2d 653,656 (4th Or), cert de««/, 488 US 831 (1988) (To allow a witness to

21 testify and then assert the Fifth Amendment to escape scrutiny would be'"a posiUveinvitanon to

22 mutilate the truth")

23
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1 In short, Kaioly and Karoly Law Offices have i^

2 factual record get forth in their Genei^Q>unsd*gBne^ which amply support the recommended

3 probable cause findings To the extent there can be any doubt as to the reimbursement of the

4 "q f̂Tf frotlOnff. g1^1 fr»- «tmng MtiMimrtan̂ al widgnr* flttfl Paghamfr'a admifffigp

5 Commission is also entitled to draw advene inferences from Raroly's, Kovacs', Brantley's, and

6 Ugora's invocation of the Fifth Amendment and retusal to answer questions under oath about the

7 contributions and the law firm's payments to them in the same or similar amounts, see Chanot

8 Plastics, Inc v United States, 28 F Supp 2d874.877n 1 (SDNY 199S), Brinks v City of New

9 York, 7117 2d 700, 709 (2nd Cir 1983), because "when a party has relevant evidence within his

10 control which he fails to produce, that fiulure gives nse to an mference mat the evidence is

11 unfavorable to him " International Union (UAW) v NLRB, 459 F 2d 1329, 1336 (D C Cir 1972),

12 see also. Arvm-Et&son Water Storage Dut v Model, 610F Supp 1206, 1218 n 41 (DDC 198S)

1 3 The theory behind this rule is that, all things being equal, "a party will of his own volition introduce

14 the strongest evidence available to prove his case " International Union (UAW). 459 F 2d at 1338

15 If the party tails to introduce such evidence, it may be intend that the evidence was withheld

16 because it contravened the position of the party suppressing it Id Thus, when a party

17 unreasonably resists a subpoena lor xdevant testimony or documents, it can also be m

18 refusal to comply with the subpoena indicates that the evidence or testimony would be adverse to

19 the party's position See id at 1338-39

20 There is no need for an administrative agency to seek enrbrcement of me subpoena in court

21 before drawing an adverse inference from the resisting party's failure to comply with it Id at

22 1338-39 Moreover, that individual refusals to testify are premised on Fifth Amendment privileges

23 against self-incnmmanon does not preclude drawing an adverse inference Baxter v Palmigiano,

24 425 U S 308, 318 (1976), see also. SEC v International Loan Network. Inc , 770 F Supp 678,
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1 695-96 (D DC 1991), effd, 968 F2d 1304 (DC Or 1992) (court may draw adverse inference

2 firam party's refusal to testify based mFita v SEC, 803 F 2d 942,946-

3 47(8*Cir 1986) (agency did not or in taking into account advene inference based on broker-

4 dealer's invocation of Fifth Amendment privilege against self-incnmination)

5 B. KAROLVS AND KAROLY LAW OFFICES'VIOLATIONS WERE
6 KNOWING AND WILLFUL
7
8 The factual record in this matter establish not only that Karoly and Karoly Law Offices

9 violated2USC §§441b and 441 f by reimbursing me contn^^

10 but that they did so knowingly and willfully The knowing and willful standard requires knowledge

11 that one is violating the law See Federal Election Commission v John A Dramesijbr Congress

12 Committee, 640 F Supp 985,987 (D N J 1986) A knowing and willful violation may be

13 established "by proof that the defendant acted deliberately and with knowledge that the

14 representation was false " United States v Hopkms, 916 F 2d 207,214 (5th Cir 1990) An

15 inference of a knowing and willful act may be drawn "from the defendant's elaborate scheme for

16 disguising" his or her actions Id at 214-15

17 John Karoly, Jr is a tnal lawyer in Pennslyvama He reportedly has been active in state,

18 local and federal politics, and attended the 2000 Democratic National Conventions as a delegate

19 pnor to the activity discussed herein Thereafi^, he attended the Democratic National Convention

20 as a delegate in 2004 and was a member of the Democratic National Committee in 2004 Since

21 1998, he has contributed $17,250 to federal candidates While a section 44 If violation, m which the

22 true source of funds is withheld from the recipient committee, the FEC, and the public, is inherently

23 self-concealing, Karoly also attempted to hide the reimbursements to Paghanite, Brantley, Ligotti

24 and Kovacs by making them in the form of cash or as a bonus check, drafting and submitting raise

25 affidavits on behalf of the conduits, which Paghanite, at least, has disavowed, and making another

26 false statement to the Commission during its investigation about Paghanite's availability to appear
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1 at a scheduled deposition See discussion at Section ID, mfra Moreover, Karoly's representation

2 ofPaghafflte,Branttey,l4gottiEmdKovacsan^

3 consistently characterized by delay* These actions indicate tfyft Karoly deliberately tned to cover

4 up his actions and suppress flie truth When given the opportunity to explain the events in question,

5 he chose to remain silent

6 Accormngjy, we recoxnme^nd that to

7 Karoly.Jr knowingly and willfully violated 2USC §§ 441b(a) and 441f Under well-settled

8 principles of agency law, actions by executive officers are imputed to the company See Weeks v

9 UnUed States, 245 U S 618,623 (1988) See also Restatement (Third) of Agency § 2 04 (2006)

10 Karoly is President and Treasurer of Karoly Law Offices These titles bespeak an individual with

11 significant authority within the corporation, both actual and apparent Because Mr Karoly was

12 acting within the scope of his authority as an officer of Karoly Law Offices when he approved the

13 reimbursement of contributions with corporate funds, Karoly Law Offices', as well as Karoly's

14 violations, were knowing and willful Because Karoly's knowing and willful violations may be

15 imputed to the law fim, we recommend th^

1 When we received no response from lUroly to the reuon to bdieve findings u^
request, we tned contorting him several times WlienwecouIdieichhnn.IiBwovldsssenttttthewuintnilBJid
needed tine to locate nd organize the iecords Ho ignoted our leouests for tipifd tolling agreements The
CoomnssiOD then issued a subpoena foKiroly Law Office's reco^ After seven] months delay, Karoly and Karoly
Law Offices rettined counsel other than Karoly Newcminsel,sAerapenodofQ^ytocomeuptospeed\sQbmtteda
icspoose to ine reason to believe findings and^m response to a Cc^nnii^^
law firm Mmg«i«er| aMinugh ICnuiaea nHJameJ tiaar enmifel fi»neê  at tlif fuim tmug tlirt Sfamly «yî it hi« ̂ lam
counsel, Karoly continued to represent Bnndey and Ligomfo Karoly notified us that Branney
would seek new conmcl on As day she received the GoomifBion'i deposiuon subpoena, sjnd he notified us that nit
IjgiDtttwoiiMdotiiBain»OBtfaeto We leceivedBiainleys sad Uaota's bank records
only after they retained new counsel |
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1 knowingly and willftillyviolaled2USC §§441b(a)and441f 2

2 The Commission previously made non-lmowing and willftd reason to beheve findings as to

3 Kovacs, Brantley and Ligotti, each of whom were support staff at Karoly Law Offices at the time

4 they were reimbursed We are not recommending knowing and willful probable cause findings as

5 to them because Karoly was their boss and as such, they may not have acted wholly voluntarily

01 6 Nevertheless, given their failure to cooperate with the investigation and their submission of fidse
^n
Lft^ 7 and misleading affidavits to the Commission, we recommend that the Commission find probable
*r
(N 8 cause to believe that Heather Kovacs. Jayann Brantley, and Christina Ligotti violated 2 U S C
<r
O 9 §441f
on
cN 10 The Comimssion has not made reason to behevefindi^

11 In view of Pagliamte's cooperation with our investigation

12

13 : we recommend that the

14 Commission take no action and close the file as to him See, e g, MURs 5871 (Noe) |

15 | We also recommend that the Commission take no action and close the file as to

16 Maryellen Paghamte, Theodore Brantley, and Matthew Ligotti, the spouses of Pagliamte, Brantley

17 and Ligotb, respectively, who appear to have been secondary, acquiescing conduits added to

18 maximize the contributions Karoly was seeking from his employees See MUR 5765 (Crop

19 Production Services, Lie) (Commission found reason to believe spouses violated section 441£ but

20 took no further action due to their limited rote) Finally, we recommend that the Commission take

2 The Qxnniission has made knowing aiid willful s
agency tbeones in a number of natten Se*.eg, MUR 5666 (MZM,Inc), MUR 5514 (Community Water Systems,
Ire), MUR 5375 (Uidaw), MUR 4931 (Audiovo^ la
olher matters involvuigallegationsof2USC §5 441X«)tnd441f¥ioIatioi» cm agency tbeones, the Oxinnsiion to

Cc>niniissionUatientm and shared the rcsuto See, eg \
MUR 5398 (LifeCaie HoUings. Ine ) and MUR 5187 (Mattel, Inc )
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1 no action and dose the file as to Rebecca and Joshua Karoly, Karons wife and son, Peter Karoly

2 (now deceased), Kaxoly's brother, and EncDahus, allegedly Karoly'sdient, all of whom made

3 contributions to Gephardt for President m April 2003, rather than m September 2003, when the

4 Paghanites, Brantleys, Ligoths, and Kovacs made their contnbutKms The complaint's allegations

5 as to these respondents were derived solely fiompubhcdisdosurereconJs, ramer than m^-hand

6 knowledge, and we found no evidence of reimbursements to them during our investigation to

7 warrant our recommending any findings as to them
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2

3

8 |

9 I

10 |

11 I

12 VL RECOMMENDATIONS

13 1 Find probable cause to believe that John Karoly Jr and Karoly Law Offices, P C each
14 knowingly and willfully violated 2USC §§441b(a)and441f
IS
16 2 Find probable cause to believe Jayann Brantley, Chnstma Ligotti and Heather Kovacs
17 each violated 2 USC §441 f
18
19 3 |
20
21 4 Take no action as to Gnegpno Paghaxute, Maiyellen Paghanite, Theodore Brantley,
22 Matthew Ligotti, Rebecca Kaxoly, Joshua Karoly, Peter Karoly and Enc Dahus, and dose
23 the file as to them
24
25 5
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
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6 Approve the appropriate letters

16

Thomasenia P
General Counsel

Ann Mane Terzaken
Associate General Counsel for Enforcement

^usan L Lebeaux
Assistant General Counsel

DelbertK Rigsby
Attorney ^^
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